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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the Amendments filed on September 20^^ 2004. Acknowledgement is 
made of cancelled claims 2, 5, and 9. Claims 1 , 3, 4, 6-8, 10-20 are presented for examination. 



Response to Amendment 

2. In view of the Applicants' amendments to the drawings to include reference numbers mentioned 
in the specification, and to illustrate process operations as described in the specification, 
objection to the drawings is hereby withdrawn. 



3. In view of the Applicants' amendments to the specification to correct typographical errors in 

references to the drawings, to correct inconsistent use of term "RSM 204", and to include updated 
status (serial numbers) in cross-references to related applications, objection to the specification is 
hereby withdrawn. 



Response to Arguments 

4. The Applicants assert that the non-statutory double patenting is not a Section 101 rejection as 
cited in the Office Action dated June 16*^ 2004. The examiner respectfully advises the Applicants 
to carefully consider the statement of 35 U.S.C. 101 : 

"Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent 
therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title." 

Thus, claims that are subject to a double patenting rejection are subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. 

101. 

5. The Applicants assert that other art may not be combined with an obviousness-type double 
patenting rejection and that the rejection of claims 19-20 under obviousness-type double 
patenting is improper. The Applicants are reminded that rejection of claims 19-20 is a 
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provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection, as stated in the Office Action, that is to 
say, [because] the conflicting clainns have not in fact been patented. See MPEP 804 [chart] I.B. 
under 'same inventive entity' (Provisional Obviousness Double Patenting Rejection- 8. 33 & 8.37). 
The examiner considers the provisional obviousness type double patenting rejection to be proper 
and maintained. See previous Office Action. 

6. Applicants' arguments filed on September 20*^ 2004 in regards to claim rejections under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) and 103(a) have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

The Applicants essentially contend that Ma et al. fails to teach performing "online 
upgrade of a managed state for a JAVA base application in a middle-tier" (page 15 last paragraph 
lines 1-3) and "executing a JAVA module on a server, wherein the JAVA module is in a middle- 
tier between a client browser and databases" (page 15 3^^ whole paragraph lines 3-4). However, 
the examiner respectfully disagrees. Ma et al. clearly disclose performing an online upgrade of a 
managed state for a JAVA base application (e.g., see API function calls 128, meta server, JAVA 
code, API calls 138 col. 13:10-40) in a middle-tier (e.g., see meta sen/er 70 FIG. 3 & associated 
text; col. 6:30-38; coL6:65-67), and executing a JAVA module on a server (e.g., see server objects 
col.4:35-64), wherein the JAVA module is in the middle-tier between a client browser (e.g., 
request to create new obj class FIG. 3 & associated text; see client 92, runtime update tool/app 
76, client app 74 FIGS.5,6 & associated text; see thin client col. 12:52-61 ; see FIG. 10 & 
associated text) and databases (e.g., see meta obj database repository 62, application database 
64 FIGS. 3, 5 & associated text). It is also noted that the feature recited in the amended claims 
(i.e., performing online upgrades in a JAVA environment or "middle-tier") is well known in prior art 
as admitted by the Applicants (see original Specification, section Description of Related Art, page 
2). 
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The Applicants further argue that the original entity bean is not anticipated by Ma et aL's 
client application 74 since it is in the rennote client. However, the examiner respectfully submits 
that c//enf application 74 is not the only feature relied upon to teach the claimed original entity 
bean since server application 86 has also been cited along with client application 74 as an 
alternative version of the "original entity bean" and not meant to anticipate the original state object 
as interpreted by the Applicants (page 16 1®* full paragraph lines 1-3). Furthermore, Ma et al.'s 
rules 81 has been cited as a feature anticipating the claimed "original state object" [storing a state 
of the original entity bean] (see claim 1, previous Office Action). Contrary to Applicants argument 
that "neither application 86 nor the client application 74 Is updated" (I.e., original state object and 
original entity are upgraded), Ma et al. clearly teach updating application 86, client application 74 
(e.g., see server-side application 86, client-side application 74 col. 8:20-34), and the rules 81 (e.g., 
col.8:55; see classes 68\ 68 FIG.3 & associated text), that is to say, updating the original state 
object and original entity bean. 

The Applicants further argue that Anderson's conversion package does not anticipate the 
claimed "state management unit". However, contrary to Applicants* argument, Anderson's 
conversion package clearly anticipates the claimed "state management unit" (e.g., see 
conversion, skeleton, reconfigure the running application Section Strategy 1^* paragraph) in which 
the original state object and the upgraded state object are respectively classified (e.g., see 
conversion skeleton class, old and new version of a specific class, old class, new class Section 
Tools 1'*•2"^ and 3'^ paragraphs). 

In view of the foregoing discussion, the examiner considers claim rejections under 35 U.S.C 
102(b) and 103(a) proper and maintained. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
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7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or 
in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for 
patent in the United States. 

8. Claims 1, 3, 4, 6-8, 10-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Ma et al. 
(USP 5,920,725) made of record (hereinafter Ma et al.). 

As per claim ^, Maet al. teach a method for upgrading managed state for a JAVA based 
application (e.g., see Abstract; see API function calls 128, meta server, JAVA code, API calls 138 
col. 13:1 0-40), the method comprising: 

o executing a JAVA module on a server (e.g., see server objects coL4:35-64), 
wherein the JAVA module is in a middle-tier (e.g., see meta server 70 FIG.3 & 
associated text; col.6:30-38; coL6:65-67) between a client browser (e.g., request 
to create new obj class FIG.3 & associated text; see client 92, runtime update 
tool/app 76, client app 74 FIGS. 5, 6 & associated text; see thin client co\.^2:52- 
61; see FIG. 10 & associated text) and databases (e.g., see mefa obj database 
^ repository 62, application database 64 FIGS. 3,5 & associated text), the JAVA 
module includes at least one original entity bean (e.g., FIG.5 server app 86 & 
associated text) and at least one original state object (e.g., see FIG.5 rules 81_, 
col. 8 line 37-39) in communication with the original entity bean, the original state 
object storing a state of the original entity bean (e.g., see FIG.5 rules 87, col.8 
line 37-39). 

o generating an upgraded state object (e.g., col.8 line 55, FIG, 3 classes 68', 68 & 
associated text), wherein the upgraded state object is generated by upgrading a 
physical schema, which contains state object classes (emphasis added), using 
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data stored in a repository that is part of the databases (e.g., see FIG.3 

repos/YoAy 62 and associated text, col.4 line 42-48). 
o transferring the state stored in the original state object to the upgraded state 

object (e.g., col.9 line 20-27, col.1 1 line 25-40). 
o providing state management for the original entity bean using the upgraded state 

object (e.g., FIG.8 152 & 144 & associated text). 

As per claim 3, it recites limitations that have been previously addressed in claim 1 
above. Therefore, is rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 1 . 

As per claim 4, Ma et ai disclose a method as applied to claim 3, wherein both the 
original entity bean and the original state object are disabled (e.g., col.4 line 59-63, col. 5 line 17- 
21). 

As per claim 6, the Ma et al. teach a method as applied to claim 4, wherein functionality 
of the JAVA module is not disrupted when the upgraded state object is generated (i.e., JAVA 
module is upgrade) (e.g., see Abstract, col.7 line 41-43, col. 10 line 55-56, and also col.4 line 59- 
63). 

As per claim 7, it recites limitation, which has been addressed in claim 6 above, 
therefore, is rejected for the same reason as cited in claim 6. 

As per claim 8, the Ma et al. teach a JAVA platform (e.g., see Abstract; see API function 
calls 128, mete server, JAVA code, API calls 138 col. 13:10-40) capable of performing an online 
upgrade on a JAVA application (e.g., col.4:12-17; col.4:59-63), the JAVA platform comprising: 
o a JAVA module in a middle-tier (e.g., see meta server 70 FIG.3 & associated 
text; col;6:30-38; col. 6:65-67) between a client browser (e.g., request to create 
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new obj class FIG. 3 & associated text; see client 92, runtime update tool/app 76, 
client app 74 FIGS.5,6 & associated text; see thin client col, 12:52-61 ; see FIG. 10 
& associated text) and databases (e.g., see meta obj database repository 62, 
application database 64 FIGS. 3, 5 & associated text) including at least one 
original entity bean (e.g., FIG. 5 server app 86 & associated text) and at least one 
original state object (e.g., see FIG. 5 rules 81_, col.8 line 37-39) in communication 
with the original entity bean, wherein the original state object storing a state of 
the original entity bean, and wherein the state object provides state management 
for the original entity bean (e.g., see FIG.5 rules 8±, col.8 line 37-39). 

o a repository that is part of the databases having upgraded class files for the 
original entity bean and upgraded class files for the original state object (e.g., see 
FIG. 3 repository 62 and associated text, col.4 line 42-48), 

o wherein the original state object is upgraded by generating an upgraded state 
object using upgraded class files from the repository (e.g., see FIG.3 repository 
62 and associated text, col.4 line 42-48), and transferring the state stored in the 
original state object to the upgraded state object (e.g., col.9 line 24-33, col.1 1 line 
25-40); and 

o an upgrade entity bean is created using data from the repository as the JAVA 
platform is upgraded (e.g., col.7 line 19-39,46-48, col.6 line 19-23, col.9 line 20- 
22). 

As per claim 10, the Ma et al. teach a method as applied to claim 8, wherein the state of 
the upgraded entity bean is managed using the upgraded state object (e.g., see FIG.8 146 or 147 
& 152 & associated text). 
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As per claims 11-14, they recite limitations that have been previously addressed in the 
above claims 4,1,6,6 respectively, therefore, are rejected for the same reason as cited in 
claims 4, 1, 6, 6. 



As per claim 15, the Ma et al. teach a method for upgrading a JAVA application having a 
managed application state comprising the operations of: 

o executing a JAVA module on a server, wherein the JAVA module is in a middle- 
tier (e.g., see meta server 70 FIG.3 & associated text; col.6:30-38; coL6:65-67) 
between a client browser (e.g., request to create new obj class FIG.3 & 
associated text; see client 92, runtime update tool/app 76, client app 74 FIGS. 5,6 
& associated text; see thin c//enf col. 12:52-61; see FIG. 10 & associated text) and 
databases (e.g., see meta obj database repository 62, application database 64 
FIGS. 3,5 & associated text), the JAVA module including at least one original 
entity bean (e.g., FIG. 5 server app 86 & associated text) and at least one original 
state object (e.g., FIG. 5 rules 87, col.8 line 37-39) in communication with the 
original entity bean, the original state object storing the state of the original entity 
bean (e.g., FIG.5 rules 81, col.8 line 37-39). 

o generating an upgraded state object using data stored in a system repository that 
is part of the databases e.g., see FIG.3 repos/Yor/ 62 and associated text, col.4 
line 42-48). 

o transferring the state stored in the original state object to the upgraded state 

object (e.g., col.9 line 24-33, col. 11 line 25-40). 
o providing state management for the original entity bean using the upgraded state 

object (e.g., see FIG. 8 144 & 152 and associated text), 
o generating an upgraded entity bean using data stored in a system repository 

(e.g., col.4 line 45-48, col.6 line 12-15). 
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o providing state management for the upgraded entity bean using the upgraded 
state object (e.g., see FIG.8 146 or 147 & 752 and associated text). 

o disabling both the original entity bean and the original state object (e.g., see 
Abstract and also col.1 1 line 49-55). 

As per claims 16-18, they recite limitations, which have been addressed above in claims 
12-14, respectively, therefore, are rejected for the same reasons as cited in claims 12-14 from 
above. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identicaily disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill In the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ma et al. in view of 
Anderson. 

As per claim 19, the Ma et al, disclose a method as applied to claim 18. Ma et al. fail to 
teach the original state object and the upgraded state object being classified. into a particular state 
management unit. However, Anderson discloses a method for online upgrade of a JAVA 
application, wherein the original state object and the upgraded state object are respectively 
classified (e.g., see conversion skeleton class, old and new version of a specific class, old class, 
new class Section Tools 1®*' 2"^, and 3^^ paragraphs) into a particular state management unit (e.g., 
see conversion, skeleton, reconfigure the running application Section Strategy 1 and 2"*^ 
paragraphs). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art at the time of 
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the applicant's invention to modify the teaching of Ma et al. to include a classification of the 
original and upgraded state objects into a state management unit as disclosed by Anderson, for 
said classification will enable migration of components through updates, preserve data 
consistency and transparency of the online upgrade. 



As per claim 20, the teaching of Ma et al., as modified by Anderson, discloses a method 
as applied to claim 19, wherein the particular state management unit is used to facilitate 
upgrading of the original state object (e.g., see conversion, skeleton, reconfigure the running 
application Section Strategy 1®* and 2"^ paragraphs). 

Conclusion 

1 1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS 
from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the 
date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 



12. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Chrystine Pham whose telephone number is 571-272-3702. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 8:30am-5pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q Dam can be reached on 571-272-3695. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



January 21, 2005 
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SUPERVISORY PATBSJT EXAMINER 



